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I. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A. Total Nsjfflber of Claims in the Appiication 
Claims in the application: 1-28. 

B. Status of All Claims in the Application 

1. Claims canceled: 2, 3, 6, 1, 9, 10, 12, 15-20, and 75-21, 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but riot canceled: None. 

3. Claims pending: 1, 4, 5, 8, 11, 13, 14, 21-24, and 28, 

4. Claims allowed: None. 

6. Claims objected to: None, 

5. Qaims rejected: 1, 4, 5, 8, 11, 13, 14, 21-24, and 28. 

C. Claims on Appeal 

Claims on appeal: 1, 4, 5, 8, 11, 13, 14, 21-24, and 28. 
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II. GROUNDS FOR REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1. Whether claims 1, 11, 22 and 23 are anticipated under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b) by U.S. Patent 
6,754,709 (Gbadegesin). 

2. Whether claim 24 is anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) by U.S. Patent 7,146,410 
(Akman). 

3. Whether claims 4 and 13 are rendered obvious xmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) by Gbadegesin 
in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0021688 (Chen) 

4. Whether claims 5 and 14 are rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) by Gbadegesin 
in view of Chen and Akman. 

5. Whether claim 8 is rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) by Gbadegesin in view of 
Akman. 

6. Whether claim 21 is rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) by Gbadegesin in view 

of Akmm and U.S. Patent 7,574,522 (Oguchi). 

7. Whether claim 28 is rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) by Akman in view of 

Oguchi. 
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HI. ARGUJVIENTS 

A. Gbadegesin fells to anticipate claims 1, 11, 22, and 23 because Gbadegesin falls 
to teach that a SP processes a message if the DA of the message Is ditfereMt 
than a SP address and an address for which the message is intended. 

Gbadegesin fails to anticipate claims 1, 11, 22, and 23 because Gbadegesin fails to teach 

that a signaling proxy (SP) processes a message if the destination address (DA) of the message is 

different than a SP address and an address for which the message is intended. Claims 1 and 11 

read: 

I. A method, comprising: 

receiving a message by a slgnalmg proxy (SP). wherein the message has 
a source address and a destination address; 

ftrfteiissiiiiEf^ ^ t^^ mfeg^Me if tli^ aiddreii^ «ff the message t& 

different thaxi a address and an address for whtcfe the message is 
intended: and 

sending the message. 

II. A sigsiaMn g proxy (SP) apparatus, comprising: 

a lecciving unit configured to receiving a message, wherein the message 
has a source address and a destination address; 

a grocessintj^ imli confiaared to process the me ssage 
address of tihe message is different than a SPjttf^PrSS and an address for 
which the m essage is intended ; and 

a sending unit configured to send the message. 

(Emphasis added). As shown above, claims 1 and 11 require that a SP processes a message if 
the t>A <f»f the messaate is dl^er^snt thaa a SP Ml^^iii^^ ^a^f^f a« address tm whUU th& mmmm 
is intended. The Examiner asserts that Gbadegesin's col. 11, 11. 43-61 discloses that a SP 
processes a message if the DA of the message is different than a SP address and an address for 
which the message is intended. See Examiner's Answer dated January 21 , 201 1 {Answer), p. 14. 
However, the cited section of Gbadegesin discloses an SP that processes a message if a dynamic 
redirect exists, not an SP that process a message if the DA of the message is different than a SP 
address and an address for which the message is intended: 
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FIG. 12 



A further dynamic redirection that may be commanded by tiie intelligent 
transparent proxy of the instant invention is iliustrated irs FIG. 12, A client Ci 
may wish to establish a session with server Si by addressing messages thereto. 
This is the apparent session from the client Ci's point of view, as illustrated by the 
dashed line 124. jlowever, when the gNAT machine 126 delects IM Mggsa^g 
from CI a<i{lre?>sed to SI. it c6»edi!S to determine If a d^ytiamk mllr eet exists 
for siich a m^mm m il'mimed nhove. As iliniiitmted Itt MO. I2« a dynamic 
redirect 128 d ij^^g: ex i st ta |^ the mi^ssage to t^fi; Jl^rp^ Wm 
proxy may include a translation of both the source and destination add^^ 
meh that the messa^^es a re actuary fbnvardetl foy the nroxv to sen er with 
an indication that the source was C^ . From the server Si'is] point of view, an 
apparent session 130 has been established between S2 and C2. The actual session 
132 that has been established is between Ci and S2, although neither Ci nor S2 
knows that this is the case. Each of the required translations is accomplished 
transparently. 

Gbadegesin, FIG. 12 & col. 11, 11. 43-61 (emphasis added). As shown above, Ghadegesin's 
gNAT (i.e. his SP) processes a message sent from a first client (Ci) to first server (Si) if a 
dynamic re-direct exists for that message . Upon determining that a dynamic redirect exists for 
that message, Ghadegesin's gNAT translates the message's source address (SA) and DA to 
indicate a second customer (C2) and a second source (S2), respectively, and forwards the message 
to S2. More importantly, when Gbadegesin 's gNAT receives the message from the first client 
(CI), the DA of the message is Si. Thus, the DA is the same as the address for which the 
message is intended. 



105832 vmm.myo 



6 



Atty. Docket No.: 4202-030Q0 

The Examiner asserts that the iimitatlon "an address for which the message is intended" 
can be broadly interpreted to include an address to where & proxy intends to forward the message. 
See Answer, pp. 17-19, In response, the Appellant asserts that if the limitation "an address for 
which the message is intended" is interpreted as an address to where a proxy intends to forward 
the message, then Gbadegesin no longer discloses the claimed limitation. Specifically, claims 1 
and 11 are directed to an SP that processes the message if the DA of the message is different 
than an address for which the message is intended. In other words, "an address for which the 
message is intended" must be known before the SP processes the message. Gbadegesin 's gNAT 
machine is unaware of the address for which the proxy intends for the message until after at least 
some initial processing of the message (i.e. reading the DA and/or other info and determining 
whether dynamic redirect exists for the session): 




FIG. 12 
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A further dynamic redirection that may be commanded by the intelligent 

transparent proxy of the instant invention is illustrated in FIG. 12. A client Ci 
may wish to esiablisli a session with server S; by addressing messages thereto. 
This is the apparent session from the client Ci's point of view, as illustrated by the 
dashed line 124, However, when the gNAT iiiachiae 126 detects the message 

for S M ch a session as discM S sed abo ve. As iJlustrated in FIG. 12, a dynamic 
redirect 128 does exist to forward tiie message to the proxy session 141, The 
proxy may include a translation of both the source and destination addresses such 
that the messages are actually forwarded by the proxy to server S2 with an 
indication that the source was C2. From the sender S2'[s] point of view, an 
apparent session 130 has been established between S2 and d. The actual session 
132 that has been established is between Ci and S2, although neither Ci nor S2 
knows that this is the case. Each of the required translations is accomplished 
transparently. 

Gbadegesin, FIG. 12 & col. 11, li. 43-61 (emphasis added). As shown above, Gbadegesin 's 
gNAT machine is tmaware of the address for which the proxy intends for the message until after 
at least some initial processing of the message, such as reading the DA and/or other info and 
determining whether dynamic redirect exists for the session. Thus, the address for which 
Gbadegesin 's gNAT (the proxy) intends to forward the message is not known when determining 
whether the DA of the message is different than an address for which the message is intended.^ 
I hus, the limitation "an addi'ess for which the message is intended" cannot be reasonably 
interpreted as an address to where the SP intends to forward the message. As such, Gbadegesin 
fails to teach at least one limitation of independent claims 1 and 11, and consequently fails to 
anticipate claims 1, 11, 22, and 23. 

B. Akmun falls to anticipate claifn 24 because Akman fails to teach a SP located 

between a terminal and a server. 

Akman fails to anticipate claim 24 because Akman fails to teach a SP located between a 

terminal and a server. Claim 24 reads: 



In other words, the proxy processes the message to, inter alia, deternune where to forward the message. 
Therefore, it cannot know an address for which the SP intends to send the message prior to processing t he message. 
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24. A system, comprising: 

a signaling proxy (SP) located between a terminal and a server; and 

a router located betw^'een the lenninal and the SP, 

wherein the SP is configured to receive a message and process the 
message if at least one of a VPN ID, a VLAN ID, a MPLS ID, an IP protocol 
type, a source address, or a source port of the message meets a strategy of the SP; 
and 

wherein the router is configured to forward the message to the SP 
according to a forwarding strategy. 

(Emphasis added). As shown above, claim 24 requires a SP located between a terminal and a 

server. The Examiner contends that siknian 's MEGACO NAT server 170 corresponds to the 
claimed SP, Akman's media gateway (MG) 130 corresponds to the claimed terminal, and 
Akman's media gateway controller (MGC) 110 corresponds to the claimed server, and that the 
signaling in '5 FIG. 2B indicates that the SP is located between the terminal and the server. 

See Answer, p, 19. However, the Appellant notes that the physical connectivity, not the message 
exchange is claimed in claim 24. The Examiner attempts to rectify such a shortcoming by 
stating that the piiysicai connectivity is not claimed in claim 24, See id, p. 20. However, claim 
24 uses the term "between," which requires the SP to separate the terminal and the server. 
Specifically, the relevant dictionary definition of the term "between" is "2.a: in the time, space, 
or interval that separates." Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary, lif" Ed., p. 109. As shown 
in Akman 's FIGS. IB and 2B, his MEGACO NAT does not separate his MGC from his MG: 
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FIG. 1B 
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Akman, FIGS. IB & 2B. As shown above, Akman's MEGACO NAT does not separate his MGC 

from his MG. Thus, Akman fails to teach a SP located between a terminal and a server. As such, 



103832 »l/*m03000 



10 



Atty. Docket No.: 4202-03000 

Akman fails to teach at least one element of independent claim 24, and consequently fails to 
anticipate claim 24. 

C. The cited prior art does not render obvious claims 4, 5, 8, 13, 14, 21 and 28 
because the combinations fail to disclose all the limitations of these claims. 

Claims 4 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Gbadegesin in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0021688 {Chen). Claims 5 and 

14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gbadegesin in view of 

Chen and Akman. Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Gbadegesin in view of Akman. Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Gbadegesin in view of Akman and U.S. Patent 7,574,522 (Oguchi). Claim 28 

stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable ovex Akman in view of Oguchi. 

Claims 4, 5, 8, and 21 depend from independent claim 1, claims 13 and 14 depend from 

independent claim 11, and claim 28 depends from independent claim 24. Claims 1, 11, and 24 

are allowable over the cited prior art for the reasons discussed above, thus claims 4, 5, 8, 13, 14, 

21, and 28 are also allowable. 
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